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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see pages 4 and 5, filed June 22, 2009, with respect to 
the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-7 under 35 USC 103(a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Guile, Paisley, Haan, 
Swezey, Otaka, and Bonzo. 

The new rejections presented below were necessitated by the amendment 
specifying the location of the scraper. The rejections are therefore made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tiie invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
malting and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 3, 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because 
the specification, while being enabling for the scraper being on contact with the end 
surface of the honeycomb carrier, does not reasonably provide enablement for the slide 
member being in contact with the end surface. The specification does not enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
use the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 
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According to the specification, it is the scraper and the not the slide member 
(bottom of the tank) that contacts the end surface. As claimed, the bottom of the tank is 
"in contact with the end surface." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guile in view of either of Haan {Popular Mechanics 96(4), p. 1 82-1 87, October 1 951 ) or 
Swezey {Popular Science 131(2), p. 77-78, August 1 937), further in view of Herzog 
3,762,365. Guile teaches a method of selectively plugging the openings of a 
honeycomb structure by masking the openings, immersing the masked end in a slurry, 
and pressing the structure down, after which the structure is removed from the slurry 
and fired. Guile does not teach the step of removing excess slurry from the end of the 
honeycomb. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to scrape any excess from the end of the honeycomb to reduce 
waste and to provide a clean end surface. 

Guile does not teach that the scraping is performed during the application of the 
slurry. However, this is a well-known method of filling holes. See, for example, Haan 
and Swezey, in which the edge serves as the scraper. One of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of the invention could have selected any well known means of applying filler to 
openings, including a scraper, with predictable results and a reasonable expectation of 
success. 

Further, Herzog teaches that it is known to use a wiper blade in combination with 
a tank of coating material to fill openings in a surface and use relative movement 
between the surface and the wiper blade to remove excess coating material from the 
surface (Abstract and Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a 
combination of scraper or wiper blade and tank to not only apply the slurry to the 
openings in the honeycomb but also remove excess from the honeycomb as suggested 
by Herzog for coating a surface having openings to be filled with coating material and 
then excess removed from the surface. Providing the relative movement between the 
honeycomb and the tank/wiper blade by either moving the honeycomb relative to the 
tank or moving the tank/wiper blade relative to the honeycomb would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as achieving the same effect of movement of 
the honeycomb across the wiper blade to remove excess slurry from the honeycomb 
surface. 

Regarding claim 5, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to remove the slurry before drying it so that the excess may be 
reused. 
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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guile in 
view of either of Haan or Swezey as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Otaka (US Patent No. 4,818,317). Guile does not specifically teach a drying step. 
Otaka teaches that the plugging material should be dried by hot air immediately after 
plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb structure. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to dry Guile's 
plugged structure immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb 
structure. 

Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Paisley (US Patent No. 4,432,918) in view of either of Haan or Swezey, further in view 
of Herzog 3,762,365. Paisley teaches a method of plugging the openings of a 
honeycomb structure by immersing the end in a slurry and pressing down so the 
honeycomb contacts the bottom of the container (see Fig. 2b), after which the structure 
is removed from the slurry and allowed to dry. 

Paisley does not teach the step of removing excess slurry from the end of the 
honeycomb. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to scrape any excess from the end of the honeycomb to reduce 
waste and to provide a clean end surface. 

Paisley does not teach that the scraping is performed during the application of 
the slurry. However, this is a well-known method of filling holes. See, for example, 
Haan and Swezey, in which the edge serves as the scraper. One of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of the invention could have selected any well known means of applying 
filler to openings, including a scraper, with predictable results and a reasonable 
expectation of success. 

Further, Herzog teaches that it is known to use a wiper blade in combination with 
a tank of coating material to fill openings in a surface and use relative movement 
between the surface and the wiper blade to remove excess coating material from the 
surface (Abstract and Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a 
combination of scraper or wiper blade and tank to not only apply the slurry to the 
openings in the honeycomb but also remove excess from the honeycomb as suggested 
by Herzog for coating a surface having openings to be filled with coating material and 
then excess removed from the surface. Providing the relative movement between the 
honeycomb and the tank/wiper blade by either moving the honeycomb relative to the 
tank or moving the tank/wiper blade relative to the honeycomb would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as achieving the same effect of movement of 
the honeycomb across the wiper blade to remove excess slurry from the honeycomb 
surface. 

Regarding claim 5, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to remove the slurry before drying it so that the excess may be 
reused. 
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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Paisley in 
view of either of Haan or Swezey as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Otaka. Paisley does not specifically teach a step of drying by heat or air. Otaka 
teaches that the plugging material should be dried by hot air immediately after plugging 
to prevent absorption Into the honeycomb structure. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill In the art at the time of the invention to dry Paisley's plugged structure 
immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb structure. 

Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
either of Guile In view of Bonzo, Haan, and Swezey, further in view of Herzog 3,762,365 
or Paisley in view of Bonzo, Haan, and Swezey, further in view of Herzog 3,762,365. 
Guile teaches a method of selectively plugging the openings of a honeycomb structure 
by masking the openings, Immersing the masked end In a slurry, and pressing the 
structure down. Paisley teaches a method of plugging the openings of a honeycomb 
structure by immersing the end in a slurry and pressing down so the honeycomb 
contacts the bottom of the container (see Fig. 2b), after which the structure is removed 
from the slurry and allowed to dry. Neither Guile nor Paisley teaches the step of 
removing the excess slurry from the end of the structure. However, Bonzo teaches 
excess slurry should be wiped away from the ends of honeycomb structure when 
selectively plugging openings. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to apply the cleaning method of Bonzo to the plugging 
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method of either Guile or Paisley in order to maintain the exterior shape of the 
honeycomb structure. 

Guile does not teach that the scraping is performed during the application of the 
slurry. However, this is a well-known method of filling holes. See, for example, Haan 
and Swezey, in which the edge serves as the scraper. One of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention could have selected any well known means of applying filler to 
openings, including a scraper, with predictable results and a reasonable expectation of 
success. 

Further, Herzog teaches that it is known to use a wiper blade in combination with 
a tank of coating material to fill openings in a surface and use relative movement 
between the surface and the wiper blade to remove excess coating material from the 
surface (Abstract and Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a 
combination of scraper or wiper blade and tank to not only apply the slurry to the 
openings in the honeycomb but also remove excess from the honeycomb as suggested 
by Herzog for coating a surface having openings to be filled with coating material and 
then excess removed from the surface. Providing the relative movement between the 
honeycomb and the tank/wiper blade by either moving the honeycomb relative to the 
tank or moving the tank/wiper blade relative to the honeycomb would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as achieving the same effect of movement of 
the honeycomb across the wiper blade to remove excess slurry from the honeycomb 
surface. 
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Regarding claim 5, Bonzo teaches that the slurry should be removed before 

firing. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either of 
Guile in view of Bonzo, Haan, and Swezey, or Paisley in view of Bonzo, Haan, and 
Swezey, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Otaka. Neither Guile nor 
Paisley specifically teaches a step of drying by heat or air. Otaka teaches that the 
plugging material should be dried by hot air immediately after plugging to prevent 
absorption into the honeycomb structure. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to dry Paisley's plugged structure immediately 
after plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb structure. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either of 
Guile in view of Otaka, Haan, and Swezey, further in view of Herzog 3,762,365 or 
Paisley in view of Otaka, Haan, and Swezey, further in view of Herzog 3,762,365. 

Guile teaches a method of selectively plugging the openings of a honeycomb 
structure by masking the openings, immersing the masked end in a slurry, and pressing 
the structure down. Paisley teaches a method of plugging the openings of a 
honeycomb structure by immersing the end in a slurry and pressing down so the 
honeycomb contacts the bottom of the container (see Fig. 2b), after which the structure 
is removed from the slurry and allowed to dry. Neither Guile nor Paisley specifically 
teaches a step of drying by heat or air. Otaka teaches that the plugging material should 
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be dried by hot air immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb 
structure. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to dry a plugged honeycomb structure immediately after plugging to prevent 
absorption into the honeycomb structure. 

Neither Guile nor Paisley teaches that the scraping is performed during the 
application of the slurry. However, this is a well-known method of filling holes. See, for 
example, Haan and Swezey, in which the edge serves as the scraper. One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention could have selected any well known means of 
applying filler to openings, including a scraper, with predictable results and a reasonable 
expectation of success. 

Further, Herzog teaches that it is known to use a wiper blade in combination with 
a tank of coating material to fill openings in a surface and use relative movement 
between the surface and the wiper blade to remove excess coating material from the 
surface (Abstract and Figure 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a 
combination of scraper or wiper blade and tank to not only apply the slurry to the 
openings in the honeycomb but also remove excess from the honeycomb as suggested 
by Herzog for coating a surface having openings to be filled with coating material and 
then excess removed from the surface. Providing the relative movement between the 
honeycomb and the tank/wiper blade by either moving the honeycomb relative to the 
tank or moving the tank/wiper blade relative to the honeycomb would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art as achieving the same effect of movement of 
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the honeycomb across the wiper blade to remove excess slurry from the honeycomb 
surface. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the newground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES CORNO whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5829. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 9:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Melvin Curtis Mayes can be reached on 571-272-1234. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/JAMES CORNO/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1793 

November 9, 2009 

/Melvin Curtis Mayes/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1793 



